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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-22 are presented for Examination. 

2. Claims 11-13 have been canceled. 

3. Claims 23-25 have been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 8, 14, 20, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(a) as being anticipated by 
Tsukagoshi (US Patent No. 6,115,077). 

With respect to Claim 8, the claimed "decoding the multimedia program to form 
decoded multimedia program data" is met by Tsukagoshi that teaches the use of a 
decoder/demultiplexer,1, to decode a video signal having encoded video, audio, and 
subtitle data (Fig.3; col.4, lines 37-45). The claimed "analyzing a portion of the multimedia 
data; determining whether readability of a subtitle in the portion of the multimedia 
program data needs improvement; and responsive to the readability of the subtitle in the 
portion of the multimedia program data needing improvement, performing color 
correction on part of the multimedia program data containing the subtitle to improve 
readability of the subtitle" is met by Tsukagoshi that teaches the use of a subtitle 
decoderj, in the analysis, determination, and actual noise removal from subtitle data 
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(Abstract; col. 2, lines 48-52; col. 3, lines 1-34; col.4, lines 37-45; col. 5, lines 10-16, col. 6, lines 
38-51; coll, lines 11-15; col. 14, line 58 to col.15, line 11). 

With respect to Claims 14 and 20, the claims are met by Tsukagoshi as 
discussed above for Claim 8. 

With respect to Claim 22, the claimed "a bus system; a memory connected to the 
bus system; wherein the memory includes a set of instructions" is met system controller, 
14, and memory- 2,4,6,12 (Fig. 3; col. 4, lines 26-36). The claimed "processing unit 
connected to the bus system, wherein the processing unit executes a set of instructions 
to decode the multimedia program data to form decoded multimedia program data; 
analyze a portion of the multimedia program data; determine whether readability of a 
subtitle in the portion of the multimedia program data needs improvement; and perform 
color correction on the part of the multimedia program data containing the subtitle to 
improve readability of the subtitle in response to the readability of the subtitle in the 
portion of the multimedia program data needing improvement " is met by Tsukagoshi as 
discussed above for Claim 8. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 15, 16, 18, 21, 24, & 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lapierre (USPN 6,075,550) in view of Robson et al. 
(US Patent Application No. 2004/0006767 A1). 

With respect to Claim 1, Lapierre teaches the claimed "identifying text in the 
subtitles in the multimedia program data to generate a set of text" by disclosing a closed 
caption decoding device 300 that separates the closed caption portion of a video signal 
and generates a text data signal (col. 2, lines 47-50; col. 3, lines 14-24 and Fig.1 & 2). The 
claimed "analyzing the set of text to obtain a rating; identifying a portion of the 
multimedia program data that should be altered based on the rating to form an identified 
portion; and altering the identified portion" is met in part by Lapierre that teaches the 
use of a censoring device 400 that performs an analysis on the text data signal, 
identifies an objectionable word, and alters the text or the audio accordingly (col. 2, lines 
50-54; col. 3, lines 33-42; col. 5, lines 33-56 and Fig.1 & 2). 

The Lapierre reference is silent with respect to the obtaining of a rating and the 
use of such a rating to form an identified portion. However, in the same field of 
endeavor, the Robson et al. portion teaches the use of a rating system in the 
identification of an objectionable portion of a multimedia program, whereby different 
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types and levels of intensity of objectionable material are used (Abstract; paragraphs 
[0003], 0012], [0019], [0021], [0045]-[0059], [0147], [0158]). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Lapierre with that of Robson et al. in 
order to allow for a greater selectivity in the filtering of objectionable content. Such a 
modification would allow the invention of Lapierre to offer subscribers varying degrees 
of objectionable content filtering. 

With respect to Claim 3, the claimed "portion of the multimedia program data 
includes a video component and an audio component and wherein the identified portion 
is altered by blanking at least one of the video portion and the audio portion" is met by 
the censoring device 400 of Lapierre that serves to turn off the audio signal for a fixed 
amount of time (see Figs. 1 &2, and col.2, lines 47-50). 

With respect to Claim 5, the claimed "decoding the multimedia program data prior 
to initiating performing step" is met by the closed caption decoding device 300 that 
separates a video signal into a video and a closed caption component (Fig. 1&2; col.2, 
lines 47-50 and col. 3, lines 14-25). The claimed "re-encoding the multimedia program data 
after altering the identified portion" is met by the close caption encoder 500 that 
combining he video signal and the altered closed caption component (Fig.1; col.2, lines 
58-62). 

With respect to Claim 7, the claimed "multimedia program is a movie" is met by 
Lapierre that teaches the use of his invention for broadcast, cable, and videocassette 
programming (col.1, lines 9-12). Even though the Lapierre reference does not explicitly 
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disclose a movie, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it is well know in the art that 
movies are regularly found on broadcast, cable, and videocassette programming. 

With respect to Claim 9, the claimed "identifying means for identifying text in the 
subtitles in the multimedia program data to generate a set of text; analyzing means for 
analyzing the set of text to form an analysis; identifying means for identifying a portion 
of the multimedia program data that should be altered based on the analysis to form an 
identified portion; and altering means for altering the identified portion" are met by 
Lapierre as discussed above in Claim 1. 

With respect to Claim 10, the claimed "portion of the multimedia program data 
includes a video component and an audio component and wherein the identified portion 
is altered by blanking at least one of the video portion and the audio portion" is met by 
Lapierre as discussed above in Claim 3. 

With respect to Claim 15, the claimed "first instructions for identifying text in the 
subtitles in the multimedia program data to generate a set of text; second instructions 
for analyzing the set of text to obtain a rating; third instructions for identifying a portion 
of the multimedia program data that should be altered based on the rating to form an 
identified portion; and fourth instructions for altering the identified portion" is met by 
Lapierre as discussed above in Claim 1. 

With respect to Claim 16, the claimed "portion of the multimedia program data 
includes a video component and an audio component and wherein the identified portion 
is altered by blanking at least one of the video portion and the audio portion" is met by 
Lapierre as discussed above in Claim 3. 
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With respect to Claim 18, the claimed "fifth instructions for decoding the 
multimedia program data prior to initiating identifying text; and sixth instructions for re- 
encoding the multimedia program data after altering the identified portion" is met by 
Lapierre as discussed above in Claim 5. 

With respect to Claim 21, the claimed "a bus system; a memory connected to the 
bus system, wherein the memory includes a set of instructions; and a processing unit 
connected to the bus system" is met in part by the Tuner 100 and the Censor 400 of 
Lapierre (Fig 1&2). Even though a memory containing a set of instructions is not 
explicitly shown, it is inherent to the Lapierre reference since the Censor needs to have 
a memory unit to store objectionable words. The claimed "processing unit executes the 
set of instructions to identify text in the subtitles in the multimedia program data to 
generate a set of text; analyze the set of text to obtain a rating; identify a portion of the 
multimedia program data that should be altered based on the rating to form an identified 
portion; and alter the identified portion" is met by Lapierre as discussed in Claim 1. 

With respect to Claim 24, the claimed "wherein the rating is determined based on 
information that is configured by a user, wherein the user is a person who is consuming 
the multimedia program" is met by Robson et al. that teaches the use of user supplied 
filter setting (Abstract; paragraphs [0042], 0166], [0186]). 

With respect to Claim 25, the claimed "wherein the step of identifying the portion 
of the multimedia program data that should be altered based on the rating to form the 
identified portion comprises of comparing the rating to a user selected preference" is 
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met by Robson et al. that teaches the comparing of filtering information, obtained from a 
decoding process, to the filtering criteria supplied by a user (Abstract; [0042]; [0182]). 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lapierre 
(USPN 6,075,550) in view of Robson et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/0006767 

A1) as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of Devara et al. (Pub# US 
2002/0078452 A1). 

With respect to Claim 2, the Lapierre reference in view of the Robson et al. 
reference teach a system of identifying text in subtitles, analyzing this text to obtain a 
rating, selecting, and altering a corresponding portion of video and/or audio. However, 
Lapierre does not specifically disclose that the text is identified by performing optical 
character recognition (OCR) on the subtitles. The Devara et al. reference teaches that a 
program can be classified according to the identification of cues in the transcript 
information provided with the program and that text can be generated from the transcript 
information via OCR (see the Abstract and par.001 9) . It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to have combined the Lapierre reference in view of the Robson 
et al. reference, as described above, with the additional teachings of the Devara et al. 
reference since both of them teach the use of subtitles in the identification of specific 
program criteria. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to make such a 
combination for the advantages given above. 
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6. Claims 4, 6, 17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lapierre (USPN 6,075,550) in view of Robson et al. (US Patent Application No. 
2004/0006767 A1) as applied to Claim 1 above, and in further view of Li et al (US PUB 
2003/0107592 A1). 

With respect to Claim 4, the claimed "performing baysean filtering on a set of 
text" is not explicitly taught by the Lapierre reference in view of the Robson et al. 
reference. The Lapierre reference in view of the Robson et al. reference teaches a 
system of identifying text in subtitles, analyzing this text to obtain a rating, selecting, and 
altering a corresponding portion of video and/or audio. However, Lapierre in view of 
Robson et al. does not specifically disclose that the text is analyzed by performing 
Bayesian filtering on it. The Li et al reference teaches the use of video, audio and 
transcript information to detect specific people in a multimedia program (see Abstract and 
par.0008). Furthermore, the Li et al teaches the analysis of these components by the use 
of processor 27 implementing Bayesian software (par.0038). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to have 
combined the Lapierre reference as modified by the Robson et al reference, as 
described above, with the teachings of the Li et al reference in order to allow for 
additional subtitle analysis options. 
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With respect to Claim 6, the claimed "portion of the multimedia program data is 
one of a frame or a group of frames" is not explicitly taught by the Lapierre reference in 
view of the Robson et al. reference. However, the Li et al reference teaches a processor 
27 that performs analysis on a video signal by analyzing the video, audio, and/or 
transcript data on a group of frames (par. 0043-0046). 

With respect to Claim 17, the claimed "sub instructions for performing baysean 
filtering on the set of text" is met by Li et al as discussed above in Claim 4. 

With respect to Claim 19, the claimed "portion of the multimedia program data is 
one of a frame or a group of frames" is met by Li et al as discussed above in Claim 6. 
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7. Claims 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lapierre (USPN 6,075,550) in view of Robson et al. (US Patent Application No. 
2004/0006767 A1) as applied to Claim 1 above, and in further view of Kwoh (US 
Patent No. 6,115,057). 

With respect to Claim 23, the claimed "wherein the rating comprises at least one 
of G, PG, PG-1 3, and R" is met in part by Robson et al. that teaches the use of a rating 
system in the identification of an objectionable portion of a multimedia program, 
whereby different types and levels of intensity of objectionable material are used 
(Abstract; paragraphs [0003], 0012], [0019], [0021], [0045]-[0059], [0147], [0158]). However, 
the Robson et al. reference is silent as to the use of a rating system using G,PG,PG-13, 
and R. In the same field of endeavor, the Kwoh reference teaches the use of rating data 
to indicate a rating level for particular program video segments, whereby the rating level 
can be PG-13,PG,G,R, or X (Abstract; col.1, line 65 to col.2, line 2; col.17, lines 46-58). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Lapierre as modified by the Robson et al. 
reference, as described above, with that of the invention of Kwoh in order to allow an 
additional rating system for which objectionable content could be categorized. Such a 
modification would allow the invention of Lapierre as modified by the Robson et al. 
reference, as described above, to offer a user a comprehensive and widely used rating 
system for objectionable content filtering. 



Response to Arguments 
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1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communication from the 
examiner should be directed to Jorge Mendoza Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
270-5087. The examiner can normally be reached: Monday - Friday 7:30-4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dennis Chow can be reached at (571) 272-7767. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
application may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see htj p;//p^ Should you have 

questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at (866) 0271-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Jorge Mendoza Jr./ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4126 

/Dennis-Doon Chow/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4126 



